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In response to the Office Action mailed June 20, 2002, please consider ihe following 
remarks. 



REMARKS 

The Examiner has subjected this application to restriction under 35 U.S.C. 121 . The 
Examiner has formed two groups of claims, the Group f for claims 2-28 drawn to a 
dielectric film, and Group II for claim 29 7 drawn to a polymeric material. In a response 
filed on May 24, 2002, Applicants elected Group I for examination with traverse . The 
Examiner states in paragraph 1 of the Office Action that Applicants' election with 
traverse has been interpreted as an election without traverse because Applicant did not 
distinctly and specifically point out the errors in the restriction requirement., k is 
respectfully asserted that the Examiner is incorrect. Applicants traversal and their 
arguments supporting the restriction requirement can be found in the response filed on 
May 24, 2002. It is further respectfully submitted that while the Examiner does have the 
power to accept or reject arguments of traversal as persuasive or not persuasive, it is not 
wiLhin the power of the Examiner to reject such arguments as unresponsive and deem the 
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